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1. What is psycho-physical dualism? What defines an opinion or
theory as (psycho-physically) dualistic? — It entails the thesis that
some mental entity is wholly nonphysical. (In what follows, the
word “physical” - by itself, without modifier — will be used in the
sense of “at least partly physical”, “nonphysical”, therefore, in
the sense of “not at least partly physical”, in other words, in the
sense of “wholly nonphysical”.)

2. What defines an opinion or theory as event-dualistic, property-
dualistic, substance-dualistic? — It entails the thesis that some
mental event, property, substance is (wholly) nonphysical.

3. The neo-Cartesian argument for substance dualism: (a) It is
possible that my consciousness and I, the subject of that
consciousness, exist in just the (consciousness-intrinsic) way in
which we in fact exist without anything physical existing. (b) If |
am physical, then I am necessarily physical. Therefore (from (a)
and (b)): (¢) I am not physical. (d) | am a conscious causally
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active individual that is wholly present at any moment at which it
exists, in other words: I am a conscious causally active individual
that does not have any temporal parts. Therefore (from (c) and
(d)): (e) I am a nonphysical substance. (Note that I do not believe
that independent existence is necessary for substancehood; for if
independent existence were necessary for substancehood, then
this would leave us with far too few substances — perhaps with no
more than one substance: Spinoza’s “Deus sive Natura”.)

4. The neo-Cartesian argument for substance dualism pursues the
strategy of showing that the physical is not necessary for
consciousness. Another argument for dualism, which I would like
to call “the Chalmers-argument for dualism” (after David
Chalmers who proposed arguments somewhat similar to it)
pursues the strategy of showing that the physical is not sufficient
for consciousness: (a”) It is possible that the physical world exists
in just the (physical) way it in fact exists without my
consciousness existing. (b") But if my consciousness is physical
and exists, then it is not possible that the physical worlds exists in
just the way it in facts exists without my consciousness existing.
Therefore (from (a’) and (b")): (c’) My consciousness is not
physical or does not exist. (d) My consciousness exists.
Therefore (from (c¢’) and (d")): (¢’) My consciousness is not
physical.

5. Like the Chalmers-argument, the neo-Cartesian argument is an
a priori argument. But can its conclusion also be confirmed in an
a posteriori way? — It can be, since there is a role for nonphysical
substances to play within the economy of biological evolution. If
there is macrophysical indetermination in the world and if not all
of this indetermination is ultimately decided one way or another
by pure chance, then there is room for consciousness-guided
decision makers in the world, connected to living organisms due
to the emergence of nervous systems, and directed by evolution,
by natural selection, to make such choices among the alternatives
left open by macrophysical indetermination as are favorable to
the survival of their organisms.
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6. The nonphysical nature of these consciousness-guided decision
makers is a consequence of the fact that it is not possible to
reduce macro- or microphysical indetermination — i.e., to decide
cases of physical indetermination, one way or another — by an
input of further physical determination. Given that physics is
complete, such further input would violate the law of the
preservation of energy. There remains, therefore, only chance or
nonphysical agency to decide cases of physical indetermination.
It is unjustified — it would be sheer dogmatism — to conclude a
priori that it always must be chance that decides cases of physical
indetermination.

7. A wholly nonphysical conscious agent that is connected to a
living organism, a living body, may yet have purely physical
properties. Such properties are had by such an agent in virtue of
being, in the first instance, properties of the agent’s body. There
is nothing untoward in this at all. It is like saying that I am flying
to Boston, when, in the most literal interpretation, only the plane
I am travelling with is flying to Boston. It is true that a wholly
nonphysical conscious agent does not have purely physical
properties in the most direct way possible, but it is not true that
such an agent does not really have those properties, or has them
only metaphorically speaking.

8. A wholly nonphysical conscious agent can have purely
physical properties; it can also exert causation on the purely
physical. Deciding cases of macrophysical indetermination as one
sees fit in conscious view of certain purposes — doing so, no
doubt, by means of deciding cases of microphysical
indetermination (but without conscious intention: merely
instrumentally) — is, precisely, an exerting of causation on the
purely physical: the outcome is the realization of a certain
physical event.

9. But how could this be possible? Much can be said about this.
and much have I said about it. All that one must allow a wholly
nonphysical agent if it is to have some causal influence of its own
on the purely physical is the ability to select and to decide matters
in the realm of alternative physical possibilities — truly to do so.
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believe in — can only be had if wholly nonphysical agent-
causation molds to some extent the purely physical realm.

12. The general question is how a purely nonphysical subject
with its purely nonphysical consciousness is related to irts
organism, it being nothing other than the soul of that organism.
Here is a fact: what impairs the nervous system of an organism —
in particular, its brain — impairs the subject of this organism,
usually in both of its functions: as subject of conscious
experience, and as subject of conscious action. We all know the
horrible consequences of Alzheimer’s disease and Parkinson’s
disease. Thus, there is indeed a location — or more accurately
speaking: a field of emergence — in the physical body for the
nonphysical soul. This is the nervous system.

13. The nonphysical soul of an organism is, on the one hand, the
product of the organism’s nervous system and, within the limits
of the natural order, absolutely dependent on that system for its
existence. But on the other hand, the main raison d’étre of the
nervous system, once it reaches a certain degree of complexity, is
precisely to bring forth the nonphysical soul of the organism,
which serves the organism as a conscious, at least rudimentarily
rational center of decision making, increasing the organism’s
chances of survival (and therewith also the chances of survival of
the organism’s species).

14. This is the function of the soul in the natural order, its
biological function. But | add that for some souls there may be
more in store than just the natural order.

15. That the natural function of the soul is this: to be a
nonphysical organ of the organism, contributing substantially to
the organism’s survival, is strikingly shown by the fact that what
the soul naturally desires and takes pleasure in is — not always,
but usually (there is no perfect fit in biological evolution) — good
for the organism; whereas what the soul naturally shuns and takes
displeasure in is — not always, but usually — had for the organism.
People who make an epiphenomenon out of consciousness and
declare that the subject of consciousness, if it exists at all. is a
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